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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Yamazaki 6568819. 

Regarding claim 1, Yamazaki teaches a reflector used for a liquid crystal display 
device, the reflector comprising: 

a plurality of unit reflecting portions (fig. 12 element 84), the unit reflecting 
portions being arranged by repeating an arrangement pattern of a unit region, wherein a 
repetition pitch (element P) of the unit region is integral times the pitch of the pixels of 
the liquid crystal display device and more than 5000 micrometers. The MPEP states: 

"[ A ] prior art reference that discloses a range encompassing a somewhat narrower claimed 
range is sufficient to establish a prima facie case of obviousness." In re Peterson, 315 F.3d 
1325, 1330, 65 USPQ2d 1379, 1382-83 (Fed. Cir. 2003)." See MPEP section 2144.05 

Yamazaki discloses a repetition pitch being a ratio of 5000:1 to 1:1 of the height, which, 
is 1 to 100 micrometers (see abstract), results in ranges over 5000 micrometers. For 
example a repetition pitch of 500 and height of 20 would result in a repetition pitch of 
10,000. Thus a prior art reference that discloses a range encompassing a somewhat 
narrower claimed range is sufficient to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 
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Regarding claim 2, Yamazaki teaches a reflector used for a liquid crystal display 
device, the reflector comprising: 

a plurality of unit reflecting portions (fig. 12 element 84), the unit reflecting 
portions being arranged by repeating an arrangement pattern of a unit region, wherein a 
repetition pitch (element P) of the unit region is integral times the pitch of the pixels of 
the liquid crystal display device and more than 10000 micrometers. The MPEP states: 

"[ A ] prior art reference that discloses a range encompassing a somewhat narrower claimed 
range is sufficient to establish a prima facie case of obviousness." In re Peterson, 315 F.3d 
1325, 1330, 65 USPQ2d 1379, 1382-83 (Fed. Cir. 2003)." See MPEP section 2144.05 

Yamazaki discloses a repetition pitch being a ratio of 5000:1 to 1:1 of the height 
which, is 1 to 100 micrometers (see abstract), results in ranges over 10000 
micrometers. For example a repetition pitch of 500 and height of 20 would result in a 
repetition pitch of 10,000. Thus a prior art reference that discloses a range 
encompassing a somewhat narrower claimed range is sufficient to establish a prima 
facie case of obviousness. 

Regarding claim 3, the reference teaches a diameter of 50 micrometers to 200 
micrometers (see abstract) while the claim calls for a diameter of less than 80 mm. The 
MPEP states: 

In the case where the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior 
art" a prima facie case of obviousness exists. In re Wertheim, 541 F.2d 257, 191 
USPQ 90 (CCPA 1976); In re Woodruff, 919 F.2d 1575, 16 USPQ2d 1934 (Fed. 
Cir. 1 990) See MPEP section 21 44.05 

Since overlap exists between the disclosed prior art a prima facie case of obviousness 
exists. 
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Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yamazaki in view of Patel. 

Yamazaki teaches all the limitations of claim 4, except the value of the standard 
of deviation of the reflecting portion diameters divided by the mean value of the 
reflecting portion diameters is not more than .3. However, a low standard deviation is 
almost always desired in production because this leads to increased uniformity and 
predictability. Patel shows this principle in polymer composition (see column 9 lines 29- 
43). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to improve lower the standard deviation/ mean value to improve 
uniformity and predictability. 

Claims 5 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ikeda et al. US Publication No. 2003/0016323 in view of Yamazaki et al. US 
Patent No. 6568819. 

Regarding claim 5, Ikeda a reflecting display device comprising a reflector. Ikeda 
fails to teach, the reflector comprising: 

a plurality of unit reflecting portions (fig. 12 element 84), the unit reflecting 
portions being arranged by repeating an arrangement pattern of a unit region, wherein a 
repetition pitch (element P) of the unit region is integral times the pitch of the pixels of 
the liquid crystal display device and more than 10000 micrometers. 

Yamazaki teaches a guide plate (reflector) (see claim 1 rejection) that can be 
applied to various display applications and functionally with a plurality of light sources 
(see column 12 lines 23-32), which leads to increased flexibility. Therefore, at the time 
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of the invention it would have been obvious to use Yamazaki's reflector to gain 
increased design flexibility. 

Regarding claim 6, Ikeda teaches a reflective liquid crystal display comprising 
which is considered an electronic apparatus. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Phu Vu whose telephone number is (571)-272-1562. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8AM-5PM M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Kim can be reached on (571 )-272-2293. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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